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Letter - S1. California Regional Water Quality
Control Board. Signatory - Phil Gruenberg. 

Response to Comment S1-1
A revised HCP alternative has been selected to mitigate biological
impacts to the Salton Sea. For more information, please refer to the
Master Response on Biology—Approach to Salton Sea Habitat
Conservation Strategy in Section 9 of this Final EIR/EIS. In addition,
please refer to the Master Response on Other—Relationship Between
the Proposed Project and Salton Sea Restoration Project, also in
Section 9 in this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment S1-2
Refer to the Master Response on Other Relationship Between the
Proposed Project and the Salton Sea Restoration Project in Section 9
of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment S1-3
The Habitat Conservation Plan only addresses threatened and
endangered species because it was developed to meet the legal
requirements for obtaining incidental take authorization for listed
species and other special-status species under the federal and state
Endangered Species Acts. 
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Letter - S2. California Regional Water Quality
Control Board. Signatory - Teresa Newkirk

Gonzales. 

Response to Comment S2-1
Please refer to the Master Responses on Hydrology Selenium
Mitigation and Hydrology TMDLs in Section 9 in this Final EIR/EIS.
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Letter - S3. State Water Resources Control Board
Division of Water Rights. Signatory - Edward C.

Anton. 

Response to Comment S3-1
The SWRCB comments state that certain biological enhancement
measures provided for in the HCP involve "redirecting" Colorado River
water from agricultural use to environmental use, and that such
redirected use requires the filing of a petition with the SWRCB. IID
disagrees with this interpretation of State law. IID maintains that the
right to use water for agricultural purposes includes the right to mitigate
the environmental impacts of those agricultural uses. Water Code
Section 1011 states that the conservation of water normally used for
agricultural purposes pursuant to Section 1011 is an agricultural use.
Therefore, mitigating the environmental impacts of creating the
conserved water should not constitute a change in purpose of use (i.e.,
it is still an agricultural use). The comments also state that if water use
for environmental purposes occurs outside of IID's water service area,
IID should file a petition with the SWRCB to expand the place of use.
IID is willing to amend its current Petition to seek a change in the
purpose of use for water used to implement the HCP from agricultural
to environmental and, if an HCP measure that uses water is located
outside of IID's already approved place of use, to expand IID's
authorized place of use, but such amendments should not be required.

Response to Comment S3-2
Please refer to the response given for Comment S3-1.
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Response to Comment S3-3
Please refer to the response given for Comment S3-1.
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Letter - S4. California Environmental Protection
Agency. Signatory - Ricardo Martinez. 
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Response to Comment S4-1
Comment noted.

Response to Comment S4-2
Please refer to the Master Response on Air Quality Salton Sea Air
Quality Monitoring and Mitigation Plan in Section 9 of this Final
EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment S4-3
Please refer to the Master Response on Air Quality Salton Sea Air
Quality Monitoring and Mitigation Plan in Section 9 of this Final
EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment S4-4
The level of analysis of alternatives under CEQA is subject to a rule of
reason. See Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents
(1988) 47 C3d 376, 406. CEQA does not require cost comparisons of
the alternative projects or of various mitigation measures analyzed in an
EIR. See No SLO Transit, Inc. v. City of Long Beach (1987) 197
Cal.App. 3d 241, 248 fn 3. 
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Response to Comment S4-5
The $30 million amount is not a minimum or a maximum level of
required mitigation. The limits on mitigation expenditures establish
contractual thresholds which allow the IID or SDCWA to cancel the
IID/SDCWA water transfer. See the response to Comment G11-1. It is
anticipated that the IID Board will evaluate anticipated mitigation costs
and the commitments of other parties to fund portions of these costs at
the time it considers whether to approve the Proposed Project.

Response to Comment S4-6
Please refer to the Master Response on Air Quality Salton Sea Air
Quality Monitoring and Mitigation Plan in Section 9 of this Final
EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment S4-7
Please refer to the Master Response on Hydrology Development of
the Baseline in Section 9 of this Final EIR/EIS. 

Response to Comment S4-8
Please refer to the Master Response on Air Quality Salton Sea Air
Quality Monitoring and Mitigation Plan in Section 9 of this Final
EIR/EIS.
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Response to Comment S4-9
Refer to the Master Responses on Air Quality Salton Sea Air Quality
Monitoring and Mitigation Plan and Air Quality−− Health Effects
Associated with Dust Emissions in Section 9 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment S4-10
Please refer to the Master Response on Air Quality Applicability of
General Conformity Requirements to the Proposed Project or
Alternatives in Section 9 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment S4-11
In response to comments, the text of Section 3.15 has been revised.
The changes are indicated in Section 3.15 of this Final EIR/EIS.
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Response to Comment S4-12
With the implementation of the Salton Sea Habitat Conservation
Strategy, the mass loading of selenium to the Salton Sea would either
remain the same as the Projected Baseline or decrease, depending on
the source of the water used for mitigation. Therefore, the fish
consumption advisory is not anticipated to be affected by the Proposed
Project.

Additionally, the EPA and the Bureau of Reclamation propose to
implement a selenium source reduction program on the Colorado River
which would reduce the concentration of selenium in inflows to the
Salton Sea. 

Response to Comment S4-13
Although selenium concentrations in IID drains and in the Alamo and
New rivers are expected to increase under the Proposed Project,
selenium loadings to the Salton Sea are expected to decline because of
reduced flows to the Sea. The proposed mitigation strategy for the
Salton Sea compensates for these reductions in flow by introducing
water to maintain Sea elevations at levels equal to or greater than those
projected under the Project Baseline. An advantage of this mitigation
strategy is that, although the sources of mitigation water are likely to
vary, tilewater, with its high selenium concentrations, will not be one of
the candidate sources. In addition, by maintaining water levels in the
Sea, selenium exposed to anaerobic conditions under the Baseline
would remain under anaerobic conditions under the Proposed Project,
thus minimizing the likelihood that selenium, bound in sediment and
organic matter under the Baseline, would be mobilized into the water
column under the Proposed Project. 

Therefore, concerns that selenium concentrations in the water column
of the Salton Sea are likely to increase and that this increase would
accelerate bioaccumulation in fish tissue do not appear to be well
founded, particularly when the effects of the mitigation strategy are
taken into account. 

For additional information, please refer to the following Master
Responses in Section 9 of this Final EIR/EIS: Hydrology Selenium
Mitigation, Hydrology-Development of the Baseline, Biology Timing of
Implementation of Biological Mitigation Measures, and
Hydrology TMDLs. 
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Response to Comment S4-14
The significance criteria used, were adapted from Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. The second criterion listed on p. 3.6-13 of the Draft EIR/EIS states:

"Implementation of the Proposed Project or its alternatives would result in significant impacts if they:

•  Cause a direct, substantial physical degradation of either public recreation uses or public recreational facilities."

This criterion applies to sport fishing, camping, boating, etc., as each of these activities is considered to be a public recreation use. The impact to sport fishing opportunities at the Salton
Sea was described in the Draft EIR/EIS in Impact R-8. However, as described in the Master Response on Biology -Approach to Salton Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy in Section 9
of this Final EIR/EIS, impacts to the Salton Sea fishery as a result of the Proposed Project will be avoided. Thus, there will be no impact to sport fishing.

Response to Comment S4-15
The New River and the Alamo River are posted against public entry. Use of these water bodies for water contact recreation is prohibited for health and safety reasons. Although known
to occur, public fishing in these water bodies is discouraged because the only access to the New and Alamo Rivers is by trespass across privately owned lands or by fishing from public
roadway bridges, both of which are prohibited by state law.

Public fishing is allowed in the IID canal system and regulating reservoirs, and at Finney, Ramer, Sunbeam, and Weist Lakes. The California Department of Fish and Game stocks IID's
reservoirs and the four lakes. Neither the Proposed Project nor any of the alternatives will impact legally permissible recreational activities in the IID Project area.

Response to Comment S4-16
Please refer to the Master Responses on Biology Approach to Salton Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy and Air Quality -Salton Sea Air Quality Monitoring and Mitigation Plan in
Section 9 of this Final EIR/EIS.
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Response to Comment S4-17
We believe the EIR/EIS is a good faith and reasonable effort to identify
and assess the environmental impacts of the Project and feasible
mitigation measures, based upon available information and assessment
methods. Under CEQA, "feasible" means capable of being
accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of
time, taking into account economic, environmental, social and
technological factors [Cal. Pub. Resources Code § 21061.1]. CEQA
"does not demand what is not realistically possible, given the limitations
of time, energy and funds" (Concerned Citizens of South Central Los
Angeles v. Los Angeles Unified School District (1994) 24 Cal.App. 4th

826, 841). The final determination of feasibility must be made by the
Lead Agencies after considering the Final EIR/EIS and other evidence
in the record.
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Letter - S5. California Regional Water Quality
Control Board. Signatory - Jose Angel, P.E. 

Response to Comment S5-1
Comment noted. Responses to the individual concerns enumerated in
the comment letter are provided.

Response to Comment S5-2
Comment noted. We regret that you found the numbering system
confusing. The Table of Contents was intended to provided a guide to
the document.

Response to Comment S5-3
Comment noted.
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